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REMARKS 

Drawing. The Examiner objected to the drawing for not showing the driven section 
recited in the claims. The specification is amended to clarify which part of the structure 
illustrated in the drawing is the driven section. The requirement for corrected drawing sheets is 
respectfully traversed on the grounds that the amendments to the specification overcome the 
objection. 

§102. Claims 1-6 and 8-10 are rejected under § 102(e) as being anticipated by Coles 
'486. This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

(1) Coles does not disclose a pulling lever, pivotally engaged with the interface card 
rotating ... to unlatch the elastic slice from the server case. Coles' release assembly 30 (which 
includes the grip 42 applied against the Applicant's claimed pulling lever), does not "rotate ... to 
unlatch" anything; rather, it compresses and shortens to unlatch, even though it has hinges 34 and 
46 at its ends. 

Coles' Fig. 4 shows that only portions of the assembly 30 rotate, and they rotate in 
contrary senses so that there is no rotation of the assembly 30 as a whole. Coles writes (col. 3, 
line 61), "grips 40 and 42 ... facilitate bending of the release assembly 30. For example, the grips 
40 and 42 may be used to flex the release assembly 30 to a desired bent geometry ... thereby 
moving at least one end of the release assembly 30." 

(2) Coles does not disclose the claim 1 feature, an elastic slice ... protruded from a side 
surface of the interface card to latch the interface card on the server case... Coles' Fig. 2 shows 
that the latch member 22, which is applied against the claimed elastic slice, lies even with the 
surface of the device 12, rather than protruding from it (Fig. 3). 

(3) Coles does not disclose a pulling lever ... to drive the elastic slice close to the side 
surface of the interface card to unlatch the elastic slice from the server case. When moved (Fig. 
4), the latch member becomes recessed: that is, it moves away from the side surface. 

§103. Claim 7 is rejected under § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Coles in view of 
Ounther '585. This rejection is respectfully traversed. 
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The Examiner applies Gunther's retaining element 10 as corresponding to the Applicant's 
elastic slice and applies Gunther's lifting handle 5 as corresponding to the Applicant's pulling 
lever. However, Gunther's mechanism is mounted on the case and not the inserted card, while 
Coles' mechanism is mounted on the inserted part. Thus, there is no motivation for combining 
since their parts do not correspond, and the proposed combination is respectfully submitted to 
lack expectation of success, as required. 

The motivation presented in the rejection, "effortlessly removing the module" of Coles, is 
respectfully traversed. There is no citation to the references, and no explanation. How would the 
effort be decreased? What force would be overcome? The Applicant sees no obstruction in 
Coles, and no force to be overcome except that of gravity, in removing the module once the latch 
is retracted. 

Gunther is believed to inapplicable because it is not clear how its retaining element 1 0 
engages the card, and also because of drafting errors (the card 4 is drawn as transparent in Fig. 1) 
and omissions (cross sections are indicated by cross hatching but their location is not explained), 
which render it indefinite and, in the Applicant's opinion, inapplicable. 

Claim 11. Regarding new claim 1 1, Coles' release assembly 30 is hinged on one side to 
the latch member 22 and is hinged to the device 12 on the other side (see pins 34 and 46 in Fig. 
3). This is contrary to new claim 1 1. As to Gunther, there is no anticipation because Gunther's 
arm and pivot are engaged with the card-holding device (corresponding to the claimed server 
case) and not with the card (corresponding to the claimed interface card). As is argued above, 
there is no motivation for combining the references. 

Respectfully submitted, 
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p , , 7 ce . r !p[ hat correspondence is being facsimile transmitted to the United States 
Patent and Trademark Office (fax no. 703-872-9306) on April 25, 2005. 

Nick Bromer freg. no. 33, 478] Signature jiluif l*7*y~#1 
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